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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
6,400,7300 by Latif et al in view of Andrew S. Tanenbaum " Structured Computer Organization, 
Third edition", 1990. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art, 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 



Latif teaches all the function of a protocol conversion module that is implemented mostly 
in hardware but does not explicitly teach about its implementation in software module. It is well 
known in the art that software can be used interchangeable with hardware without taking away 
from the spirit of the invention. This was disclosed by Tanenbaum, who teaches that 



or nonobviousness. 
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implementing a function in hardware is equivalent to implementing that same function in 
software (Page 11, lines 21-27). It would have been obvious at the time of the invention for 
some one of ordinary skill to use a software approach because of it flexibility. 

In situation, which requires frequent changes, it is better to use a software approach as 
changes can be applied dynamically. Hardware is more concrete and changes are most difficult 
to apply. 

In claim 1, Latif teaches about a system for software module "port interface" to module 
"port interface" communication, comprising (Fig 5), (Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50- 
67): 

a module interface "Switch Device" capable of receiving a message configured in a first 
format "SCSI" , the module interface further capable of translating the received message into a 
second format "Fibre Channel- FC" (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67); 

a first software module "port interface SCSI" in communication with the module 
interface "Switch Device", the first software module capable of communicating messages 
configured in the first format "SCSI" to the module interface (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), 
(Col 18, lines 50-67); and 

a second software module "port interface FC" in communication with the module 
interface "Switch Device", the second software module capable of communicating messages 
configured in the second format "FC" to the module interface, wherein the first software module 
is capable of communicating with the second software module via the module interface to 
facilitate data storage (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67). 
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In claim 2, Latif teaches about a system as recited in claim 1, wherein the module 
interface "Switch Device" is further capable of translating the received message "SCSI" into a 
third format "Gigabit Ethernet" (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67). 

In claim 3, Latif teaches about a system as recited in claim 2, wherein the second 
software module "port interface FC" is capable of providing a first function related to a first 
hardware type "Fibre Channel- FC" (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67). 

In claim 4, Latif teaches about a system as recited in claim 3, wherein a third software 
module "port interface- Gigabit Ethernet" capable of communicating messages configured in the 
third format "Gigabit Ethernet" to the module interface "Switch Device" and capable of 
providing a second function "Fibre Channel Services" related to a second hardware type "Fibre 
Channel- FC" can replace the second software module "port interface FC" (FPGA are 
reprogrammable), and wherein the first software module "port interface SCSI" is capable of 
communicating with the third software module "port interface -Gigabit Ethernet" via the module 
interface "Switch Device" (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67), (Col 7, lines 
45-65). Communication between ports and Management processor allows the execution of 
different function (Col 7, lines 50-60) 

In claim 5, Latif teaches about a system as recited in claim 5, wherein the first hardware 
type uses a SCSI protocol, and wherein the second hardware type uses a Fibre Channel protocol 
(Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 5), (Col 18, lines 50-67). 
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In claim 6, Latif teaches about an independent storage node "Fig 5-Switch", comprising: 

a processor "Management processor Fig 5, 250" (Col 7, lines 45-65); 

transport hardware "Switch Fabric Fig 5, 240" in communication with the processor, the 
transport hardware being capable of communicating data via a transport connection 
"Management Bus Fig 5, 255" (Col 7, lines 45-65); and 

modular storage software executing on the processor (Covered in claim 1), the modular 
storage software comprising a plurality of software modules and a module interface that allows 
dynamic binding of the software modules (Covered in claim 1), wherein the modular storage 
software is capable of executing on a plurality of processor types by using particular software 
modules related to a specific processor type (Col 7, lines 40-45). (This feature is accomplished 
using the driver software in combination with the protocol conversion. It is well known in the art 
that software drivers are used as a go between operating system and hardware to compensate for 
hardware differences thus gives the interface a transparent look.) 

In claim 7, Latif teaches about an independent storage node as recited in claim 6, wherein 
the modular storage software is configured to execute on the specific processor type by replacing 
a particular software module included in the modular storage software with a new software 
module related to the specific processor type(Col 7, lines 40-45). (This feature is accomplished 
using the driver software in combination with the protocol conversion. It is well known in the art 
that software drivers are used as a go between operating system and hardware to compensate for 
hardware differences thus gives the interface a transparent look.) 
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In claim 8, Latif teaches about an independent storage node as recited in claim 6, wherein 
the new software module "port interface" is capable of communicating with the processor 
"Management processor " via the module interface "switch fabric" (Fig 5),(Col 2, line 55- Col 3, 
5), (Col 18, lines 50-67), (Col 7, lines 45-65). 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent No. 6,640,278 by Nolan et al, teaches about a method for configuration and 
management of storage resources in a storage network. 

US Patent No. 6,493,761 by Baker et al, teaches about a systems and methods for data 
processing using a protocol parsing engine. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael S. A. Delgado whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8057. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM - 4.30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (703)308-5221 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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